In his defense of a version of what I have called 'the ubiquity thesis' -the idea that every narrative fiction contains an overarching fictional narrator -Peter Alward gives a helpful reconstruction of some of my arguments against that thesis and clearly lays out a part of the theoretical terrain on which this debate takes place. 1 However, by the end of the piece he is offering solace to both me and those I was arguing against, which is about as close as philosophers come to fightin' words.
Alward is in a position to offer solace to both sides in the original debate since he argues for a middle way. According to Alward, though it is not the case that there is a fictional narrator of every narrative fiction, there is a non-actual narrator of every narrative fiction. The non-actual comprises more than just the fictional, so some narrative fictions have fictional narrators, while others have non-actual narrators of another sort. There is an odd disconnection between the maxim Alward uses as an illustration and the aspect of our understanding of fiction that he focuses on. As Alward says, the nature of the fictional world of a particular work goes beyond "the propositions expressed by the 4 sentences which constitute it" (?? Principle itself seems to be related to the maxims of quantity: (i) Be as informative as required, and (ii) be no more informative than is required. 8 And the whole enterprise is governed by a close variant of the Cooperative Principle: Make your linguistic contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the discourse in which you are engaged. 9 But despite these similarities, there is enough difference between the purpose and rules governing fictional discourse and conversation for the latter to require its own theory. Think only of the Mutual Belief Principle, which says that that is implicitly fictional which would be believed in the artist's culture to be implied by what is explicitly fictional. 10 This is more distant from any rule of conversational implicature than the previous examples. Any theory of fiction which appeals to such principles will only count as ad hoc if it is posited to save a theory that does a worse job of explaining narrative fiction, all things considered, than Alward's. 
